ASFC 83-1-M 


COUNCIL OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
Minutes of the meeting held on Friday, January 14, 1983 


. Singer, Chairman, D. Taddeo, J. Chaikelson, R. Roy, J. Princz, 
. Arbuckle-Maag, C. Bertrand, K. Bindon, A. Broes, J. Doyle, 


Present: M 
+ 
A. Galler, C. Kalman, M. Oppenheim, F. MacLeod, S. McEvenue, 
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J 
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. McDougal], R. Pallen, B. Petrie, E. Raudsepp, K. Riener, A. Ross, 
. Ryan, B. Sahni, L. Sanders, M. Squires, M. Taylor, J. Young, 
. Ferguson, E. Keirstead, A. Okwudi, A. Megann, G. Lawrence, 

J. Griffin, K. Kusano. 


Absent with Regrets: C. Foster, B. Lewis, H. Proppe, G. Newsham, A. Ketter, 
G, Taggart. 


Guests: J. Drysdale, M. Petrie (TESL). 


be Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m. 


2. Approval of Agenda 
Provost Singer asked to have added to the agenda the distribution of ASFC 83- 
1-D3, motions adopted by Council regarding the Fahey and Peat Marwick reports 
which he had sent to the Rector. 


83-1-1 It was moved and seconded (Taddeo/McEvenue) to approve the agenda as amended. 
Vote: Carried 


3. Approval of Minutes 


83-1-2 It was moved and seconded (Ryan/Petrie) to approve and adopt the minutes of 
the meeting held on November 5, 1982. Vote: Carried 

83-1-3 It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Raudsepp) to approve and adopt the minutes 
of the meeting of December 3, 1982. Vote: Carried 


4, Chairman's Remarks 


Provost Singer reminded the members of Council that they had been asked several 
times to submit recommendations for honorary degrees. He said that he had re- 
ceived several calls about the need for nominations and had assured the Rector's 
office that honorary dearees. would be considered at the first meeting of the 
Council in February. The agenda for the February meeting of Senate includes 
honorary degree recipients. Provost Singer said that nominations must reach 

the Steering Committee in time for its next meeting. 
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With regard to the Vanier Library silence regulations, Provost Singer reported 
that he had written to Dr. Filion, Director of Libraries, informing him of the 
motion adopted by Council in its December meeting, and had been advised that 

a response was being prepared which would be presented to the February meeting 
of the Council. 


Provost Singer said that he had been asked by a member of Council to point out 
that the Loyola Faculty Club is open for lunch on Fridays and that it may be 
useful for members of Council who don't know each other to make a practice of 
meeting for lunch. 


The Chairman noted that the notice on the agenda of a second meeting to be held 
on January 21 was only a suggestion and would be discussed when item 9 on the 
agenda was reached. 


Questions and Announcements 


No questions were raised nor announcements made. 


Elections 


a) Advisory Search Committee for the Appointment of the Chairman of Modern 
Languages and Linguistics 


It was moved and seconded (McEvenue/Raudsepp) to approve the nomination 
presented by Steering Committee. Vote: Carried 


Prof. Diniacopoulos (Communication Studies) was elected by acclamation 
to replace Prof. O'Brien on the Advisory Search Committee for the Appoint- 
ment of Chairman of Modern Languages and Linguistics. 


b) Faculty Appeal Committee (Regulations Regarding Academic Re-evaluation) 


It was moved and seconded (Ryan/Young) to approve the nomination presented 
by Steering Committee. 


Prof. Shulman was elected by acclamation as an alternate on the Faculty 
Appeal Committee. 


Mr. Griffin nominated Perry Papagna (member) and Judy Szabo (alternate), 
seconded by Ms. Megaan, to serve on the Faculty Appeal Committee. They 
were elected by acclamation. 


Provost Singer announced that he would convene a meeting of the members of 
the Committee in order to have them elect a chairman. 


c) Arts and Science Faculty Panel (Regulations Regarding Cheating) 


Prof. Pallen asked if it was possible to have ten students on the Faculty 
Appeal Panel. The Chairman replied that the reality of the situation is 
that it has been very difficult for the students to fully staff their com- 
plement of five students on the panel, but that the matter of appointing 
alternates could be considered by the Steering Committee. 
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There were no nominations presented to Council for the five vacant positions 
on the panel. 


Dean Chaikelson said that there were at least two cases in her Division to 
be dealt with and that it was important that the appointments be made and 
the cases processed. 


It was moved and seconded (Chaikelson/Pallen) that if there is not a meeting 
of Council on January 21, Steering Committee should deal with with the matter 


of appointing students to the panel. 


Prof. Pallen asked if it was necessary for the student representatives to be 
nominated by the students on Council. Provost Singer nepliled that it was 
customary for. student~nominations to arise in this manner and that it was 
preferable to continue this procedure. 


The motion was voted on and it was carried. 


d) Arts and Science Committee on Registration and Course Change - one student 


No nomination was presented to Council. 


e) Appraisals Committee - Division IV - one student 


No nomination was presented to Council. 


7. Curriculum Committee Report ~- Graduate Curriculum Changes 1983-84 - Report 38G 
(ASFC 83-1-D2 and addemdum) 


Prof. Drysdate, Assistant Dean (Curriculum) presented the report to Council. 


It was moved and seconded (Galler/Raudsepp) to approve and adopt the report of 
the Curriculum Committee on Curriculum Changes, Library Studies Diploma (Report 
38G). Vote: Carried 


8. Looking to the Future - Introduction to the Phase II Report of the Universit 
Mission Study (sixth session) 


Provost Singer referred to ASFC 83-1-D3, which he had added to the aaenda, 
saying that it was a copy of the correspondence which he had sent to the Rector 
summarizing the motions approved by Council during its deliberations on the 


Fahey and Peat Marwick documents. 


The Chairman reported that the Steering Committee had met before Christmas to 
consider the Phase II Report and that its recommendations were: that in light 
of the experience with the first two reports, attention be turned to a round 
table discussion with would be used by the Steering Committee as an indication 
of how extensive a debate might take place in subsequent meetings; that a 
general discussion of the document follow, conducted "as if" in a committee of 
the whole; Council could then décide to approye the document, turn it down, 

or to continue the discussion. In the latter case, Steerina Committee would be 
willing to try to structure a debate much in the way it had done for the other 
reports. He continued by saying that the feeling of the Steering Committee was 
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that the debate was likely to occur in three phases: 1) tour of the table and 
general discussion today; 2) a pause in further discussion at Council in order 
to allow departments and colleges which wished to have a discussion of the docu- 
ment to do so; 3) a final discussion would be held at Council from which some 
statement from the Faculty would be formulated. 


The Chairman invited the members of Council to comment on the Rector's state- 
ment (ASFC 83-1-D1) and on the Phase II Report (ASFC 83-1-Dla). 


Prof. McEvemue said that he had come to the realization that the word "opportun- 
ity" did not mean philosophy of education and that he would like to have the 
word defined in the course of the debate. With regard to the fifth opportunity, 
"Quality Research and Services for the Community", he was particularly unhappy 
with the sentence that states "....will provide resources to expand the number of 
graduate students by 3% to 5% a year--primarily in programs related to employment 
opportunities....". 


Prof. Bindon thought the document to be an important one and that its implications 
alter the tenor of the Phase I.Report. She suggested that a number of issues 

be debated: while we are cost-effective do we want to keep on being so; our role 
as educator of part-time adult students, the change in demographics now that 
McGill has a large number of part-time programmes and the usefulness of the demo- 
graphics because what we were told was going to happen often hasn't happened. 
There are a number of factors that have to be examined before we accept the fate 
the demographers have given us. Prof. Bindon concluded by saying that the Fac- 
ulty's primary responsibility is outlined in the last two pages of the report 
and that the process and time-table should be discussed. 


Prof. Bertrand noted that the document seems to define research in the same way 
that the Peat Marwick report defined research. That disturbed him and, perhaps, 
others in the humanities. Time needed to be spent focusing again on that aspect 
of the report, so that it is understood that research does not necessarily mean 
applied science or engineering. He voiced his concern about the statement that 
ws ethe size of the Arts and Science Faculty cannot be permitted to shrink be- 
low that of the largest of the professional Faculties". Does that imply numbers. 
of students, faculty members, programmes? He thought that the Rector's statement 
that "we have very positively integrated into the Quebec milieu" ought to be 


considered. 


Prof. Taylor supportee Prof. Bertrand's statement concerning research and the 
need to examine procedures. 


Prof. Ryan found the statement concerning our ability to "do more with less" 
rather cringing and something that ought not to be made a virtue of or incorporated 
into an opportunity. His main concern was that in the Phase I document it was 
said that the priorities were to be ranked and he wondered if that had been done 

in the listing of opportunities in this report. He wondered if it was a con- 
tained and coherent view of what "mission" and “opportunity” mean. He did not 

see that the document has any coherence. 
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Prof. Kusano found the document encouraging in that it tries to identify the 
policies, programmes. He thought that the issues relating to enroliment should 


be discussed. 


Prof. McDougall suggested that missions one and four are not compatible. 


Prof. Pallen declared the document to be a motherhood statement. 
agreement with him. 


Prof. Oppenheim could not see the relationship between this document and the 
first. He thought it to be vague and lacking in details. It was nice but to 
try to determine what it means would be a waste of time. 


Prof. Sahni said that there was a need to assess the situation in the light 

of the five meetings that had been held and to delineate certain areas of pur- 
pose. The next step ought to be to ask all academic units to provide an inven- 
tory of where each department stands in relation to the stated opportunities. 


Prof. Maag took exception to the idea that departments be asked to prepare yet 
another report and suggested that the Deans be asked to gather all the reports 
that have already been written and lie gathering dust, and that they make a 
comparison with the content of those documents in relation to the opportunities 
listed in the Phase II Report and determine what departments would look like. 


Prof. Chaikelson thought that Faculties should devote some time ta trying to 
determine how they see themselves fitting in with the mission that has been 
presented. She interpreted the statement about the size of the Arts and 
Science Faculty as saying that the University would not become a technical 
college. She noted that the move to increase graduate enrollment is in keeping 
with the trend for ever-increasing higher education as a requirement for em- 
ployment. 


Prof. Petrie termed the report very bland and one that could apply to any univer- 
sity across the country. He could not see any real focus that would differen- 
tiate Concordia as a university. Prof. Squires agreed with the statement and 
suggested that, perhaps, the mission of the this Faculty was to fill in the 
blanks. 


Prof. Young suggested that the members of Council could approve the four oppor- 
tunities as being what a university does, and then to put some interpretation 
on some of the points and formulate some recommendations. He thought that 

pages five andnsix could be interpreted many different ways and should be 
addressed, and that the main focus of the document was on the two-campus oper~ 
ation which affects the Arts and Science Faculty directly. 


Prof. Doyle said that what struck him was that the report was not presented as 
a mission statement but only as part of ane, that the mission statement would 
come out of discussions in Councils and would appear in the final report. He 
thought that important. He noted the repeated use of the word "must" in the 
preamble and wondered about the relationship of those statements to echoes of 
a core curriculum of certain requirements. 
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Prof. Kalman shared Prof. Bindon's and Prof. Bertrand's concerns about item 5. 
He objected to the fact that research is not referred to anywhere in the docu- 
ment except within the context of engineering and he thought that there should” 
be some recognition of others who are involved in research. 


Mr. Lawrence thought there ought to be a greater effort made to introduce French 
in the classrooms, that such a move would be interesting, might attract more 
students and could help the University fulfill its Quebec role. 


Referring to the position taken by many members of Council that the document is 

a motherhood statement, Ms. Megaan pointed out that everybody's mother is differ- 
ent, and saying that doesn't mean, necessarily, that anybody could have written 
jt. She noted that the Peat Marwick document had called cost-efficiency mother- 
hood and that that had been rejected by the authors of the Phase II report. 


Dean Roy thought that the members of the Phase I1 Steering Committee had done a 
good job and he approved of the generalized form of the report. It would allow 
Council to fill in the details. He wanted to see a lot more input from depart- 
ments and.thought it should be approved in the light of that. He was concerned 
about the criteria that might be applied. In the long run he thought that it 
would depend on the interpretation of the administration and that Council ought 
to have its interpretation known. 


Following the tour of the table a short discussion took on how to proceed. It 
was agreed that a few minutes would be spent on each of the five areas isolated 
in the document, in trying to understand the dimensions of the debate that could 
occur later. 


1. Education for the Entire Community 


A number of members were satisified with the statement as written. It was 
suggested that the methods of how the recommendations could be accomplished 
seeds to be discussed and that those recommendations should be forwarded to 
enate. 

Dean Taddeo thought that the Council ought to discuss the implications for 
Concordia of the expected decline in the population in English language 
universities of 50% by 1990 and, in particular, the effect on the Arts and 
Science Faculty. 


It was suggested that services should be provided for explaining the red 
tape to francophone students even before courses are offered in French and 
that the practical aspects of the implication for tenured faculty in Arts 
and Science ought to be examined. It was thought that one of the reasons 
that francophone students come to Concordia is in order to be educated in 
English and that the English students ought to be encouraged in the under- 
standing of the French fact. It ought not to be forgotten that we exist, 
even for the francophone student, as an English-speaking university. 


Asked to whom the recommendations of Council were to be directed, Provost 
Singer replied that it was his impression, from his reading of the Rector's 
report, that it was directed ultimately to the Board of Governors. He said 
he was disappointed at the leading role assigned to Senate and its implica- 
for Faculty Councils. 
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Prof. Bertrand wondered where the money would come from to do the things 
that needed to be done when so much of the budget was directed towards 
research, particularly to other Faculties. He wondered if Council had 
the courage to suggest a number of ideas that were very different to what 
was expected to be done such as to drop plans to build a library building 
downtown, to make arrangements with McGill to use the McClelland Library, 
and to do some building on the Loyola Campus. 


Prof. Maag added that consideration might be given to the idea of moving 
the Commerce and Administration Faculty to the Loyola Campus. Such a move 
would place one high-demand Faculty on each campus. 


Prof. Bindon thought that pages 14 and 15 are the important ones in the 
document and that Council might enunciate, in the context of the five areas, 
the questions it feels have to be answered, perhaps in terms of implication, 
interpretation, etc., and to inform Senate and the Board that we see these 
questions and are asking them. She asked, in the short term, is the time- 
table before Council linked to the enunciation of how we think the process, 
that is implied in the conclusion, is going to take place? What are the 
criteria that are going to be established? Should the five points be placed 
in the context of the Faculty of Arts and Science, the community, the Univer- 
sity? She thought it important to discuss how Council wants the Rector's 
Advisory Committee to function, how it should be structured, and whether 

the time-table is appropriate or possible, and that time should be spent in 
defining the process. 


It was moved and seconded (Megaan/Griffin) that Council] approve Statement 1. 


The question was called. A vote was taken on those in favour of calling the 
question and it was defeated. 


It was moved and seconded (Chaikelson/Kalman) to table the motion. 
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Vote: Carried 


Innovation and Higher Education 


Prof. McEvenue opened the discussion of this item by saying that he support- 
ed the statement and was in turn supported. by Prof. Maag. 


Prof. Ryan asked why the committee thought it important to emphasize such 
an obvious thing. 


Prof, Chaikelson replied that she believed it was important, in view of a 
declining enrollment and in difficult financial times, to express a commit- 
ment to maintain the innovative spirit in the future. She did not think, 
however, that it was necessary to rank the statement. She drew attention 
to the last sentence and to the two key points it contained. 


Dr. Pallen asked who it was that would select the particular programmes 
that would be retained. Dean Chaikelson referred him to page 5. 


Dean Taddeo suggested that statement 2 was included because it was thought 
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by some of the members of the committee that it was characteristic of this 
institution historically. In reply to Prof. Pallen's question, he said 
that some clarification had still to be made of what one means by proven 
ability to excel fn research and how one measures it. Is it based on an 
amount of money or is the ablility to publish a manustript over a period of 


time equally important? 


Provost Singer summarized the discussion which had taken place on the first 
two statements by saying that one group of people were satisified with the 
statements as given in the report, while others had expressed concerns 

that could be considered to be observations or reservations, but that there 
did not seem to be great opposition to the statements. 


Personal Education in Two Distinct Settings 


It was thought that the library project needed to be re-defined and that 
the statement made by Prof. Bertrand earlier should be well formulated by 
the end of the discussion. 


It was asked what was meant by a ‘personal’ education as opposed to an 
education in general. 


Prof. Bertrand suggested that the Council should make the statement that 
the Arts and Science Faculty must maintain a strong presence on both 
campuses and that the University should recognize that running a two-campus 
operation is costly; that the University must build on the strength of its 
two very different settings and encourage each of its Faculties to optimize 
use of both campuses. 4 


Prof. Maag did not think that the burden of maintaining two campuses should 
fall on the Arts and Science Faculty. It is important for the Faculty to 
to ‘spread its service operations across the two campuses and the best way 
to do that would be to move one of the prime-enrollment Faculties to the 
Loyola campus. She suggested that the Commerce Faculty might be asked to 
re-think its curriculum in the context of commerce curricula at other uni- 
versities,.which might allow for more flexibility for courses outside 

of commerce. More courses in Arts and Science for commerce students would 
enrich the commerce programme. 


Life Long Education 


It was suggested that Statement 4 might be debated in terms of budgetary 
implications. 


Prof. Ryan reported that the Department of Theological Studies enthusiasti- 
cally endorses this statement. 


Quality Research 


Some.members of Council stressed that the question of research must be iso- 
lated from the question of service for the Quebec community. They disliked 
the orientation of the statement. It was suggested that the emphasis on a 

critical approach to-education, awareness of social responsibilities, appre- 
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ciation. of humanistic values, referred to on.page 6 of the document, ought 
to be repeated in this section because they are values which affect the 

Arts and Science Faculty directly. 

Prof. Maag thought that faculty should be aware of the amount of research 
grant money that goes to the support of undergraduate and graduate teaching, 
both directly and indirectly. She gave some examples to illustrate her 
point. 


Dean Chaikelson assured the members of Council that this section was not 
meant to apply to Engineering only. She pointed out..that.many departments 
are not making use of FCAC funding and that was being encouraged. She noted 
that the money is not directed to a particular use, but to support graduate 
students and that they should be encouraged to apply for funding. 


Prof. Bertrand noted that there was no reference to encreasing library 
holdings in the section. 


Provost Singer concluded the discussion of the five statements by saying 
that there are two strong contenders for discussion, statements three and 
five: the two-campus operation, and the question of what research means and 
how we want to elaborate that and two minor issues. 


The Steering Committee was charged with structuring the debate for the next 
meeting. 


Prof. Pallen asked for a summary of the discussion of the five points. 


Next Meeting 


The question of when the next meeting of Council should be held was debated at 
length. The meeting will be held on February 4, 1983. 


Adjournment 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 p.m. (Taddeo/Raudsepp) 


